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“I would have sent my son here, but I don’t know if I would have sent my daughter”1 
 
 
 The day I moved into the University, there were already fences up around the area that 
was to become Hoover Hall. During the convocation walk, we were lead past the same fences 
but were too caught up to notice their proximity to fraternity property. Later that day when my 
parents and I walked past my father was all too aware of its proximity to a fraternity. The camp 
college2 party was still in full swing. The front lawn of the IFC fraternity on The University’s 
property was filled with scantily clad white women and men drinking and gathered around a slip-
and-slide. The scene was reminiscent of that of a movie surrounding privileged and upper-class 
college students; my father, who was not familiar with this crowd, was not impressed. One of the 
most distinct memories I have from move in was him turning to my mother as we walked by to 
say “I don’t know if we should leave her here”. The concern he had in that moment echoes that 
of Peter, an interviewee, and current University administration member quoted above.  
Although my parents did not know the specifics of the University’s culture, they did see 
something that caused a momentary pause. This pause, now that I have been on campus for four 
years is more than a party scene, it is more than just a brief moment of grief a father expresses 
when leaving his child 1,000 miles away. Instead, what my parents and what Peter point out was 
a larger structure, one that excludes more than it includes, and one that permeates many facets of 
the University at the communal and institutional level. Through this thesis, I will examine the 
                                                
1 See Appendix A. for more context of the quote from interview with student life administrator, 
Peter. 
2 Camp college is the period of time before classes begin in the Fall semester where fraternity’s 
typically have parties throughout the day and at night. Students not in the IFC or Panhellenic 
greek sytem  
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larger structure and community culture of the University’s, consider the institutional 
commitment to challenging exclusion that some students face, and address potential missteps or 
spaces the University could improve. Through staff, administrator, and faculty interviews, 
supported by student surveys, I examine and deconstruct the impact of the Campus Plan,3 and the 
construction of more inclusive spaces as a result, on the larger campus community. The final 
section of the thesis will provide steps and suggestions for the University’s administrators and 
staff to address what should be included in futher plans for inclusion.  
 
Campus climate   
Other things being equal, the closer one is to the mainstream of academic and social life 
of the college, the more likely is one to perceive oneself as being congruent with the 
institution generally. That perception impacts in turn upon one’s institutional 
commitment (Tinto 2012)  
 
Not all students on the University’s campus believe that they belong. In my small sample 
of 41, I found that 41 students believed not everyone belong in the same way and that some 
people feel like they do not belong , while 40 argued that they knew someone who acted like 
they belonged more4. To counter this perception, which for many surrounds having a 
marginalized identity, the University started the Day of Dialogue. It was initially a response to 
student pressure for conversation around social change, as a necessary step in order to create 
institutional change, that the University allowed students to organize the first Day of Dialogue. 
The event consisted of a keynote speaker and break off panels with discussions around different 
issues of race and inclusion on campus.  In the last three years, this is only one of the new events 
                                                
3 The Building an Inclusive Community: (The University) University Campus Plan was a policy 
that was designed to be a commitment to creating an inclusive community.  
4 See Appendix C for graphs from the survey.  
Belonging in this place  
 
Ostreicher 
 
3 
and policies the University has implemented in an attempt to increase the institutional 
commitment of their students5.  
The Day of Dialogue has since become an annual event that is no longer student directed, 
but the effects of the day have yet to be fully seen. The break off panels for the 2017 Day of 
Dialogue were mainly led by staff, faculty, or students who volunteered to be facilitators for the 
day. There was no prior experience with facilitating conversations around diversity required. By 
opening the option to be a facilitator to more people than those already trained there was an 
opportunity to bring different perspectives around the issue to each break off group. However, by 
training all volunteers, with little to no experience to facilitate discussions from the same base 
understanding, the different perspectives remain but the tools they have to talk about them have 
been homogenized and the critical engagement with personal and systemic bias disregarded. This 
angle limits the amount of progress that can be done for the culture on the University because 
those who attend are not walking away with prescriptive ideas of how to interact on campus.  
Despite the potential of the Day of Dialogue, conversations started in earnest and in hope 
are left on this day, only returned if students, faculty, staff, and administrators make a conscious 
effort to opt in. This is part of an ineffective strategy, one that privileges and pushes for policies 
on inclusion, but puts no strength behind the measures. Becoming an inclusive campus is not a 
one day challenge; it is a constant navigation of identities and spaces. In order to be inclusive, 
students must first feel that they belong on the University’s campus. Inclusivity and institutional 
commitment are both part of belonging that serve to create a culture on campus that either helps 
or hinders students to succeed.  
                                                
5  It is their preexisting commitment to creating change on campus to be more inclusive that 
ultimately led me to focus on institutional change instead of a social justice oriented project. 
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To address student concerns surrounding inclusion, and in an attempt to create a culture 
that emphasizes diversity, the University created and implemented the Building an Inclusive 
Community: (University) University Campus Plan. The Campus Plan addressed how difference 
on campus would be taken into account to create an inclusive campus, but the foundation that 
would provide effective measures to actively address the structural and systemic issues remains 
absent: it does not attend to power or the ways in which it impacts populations. I argue, and 
through this thesis demonstrate the policy, similar to other University initiatives, does not live up 
to its envisioned goal. I acknowledge that not all plans are perfect and that creating truly 
inclusive environments can be an arduous task, but the reasons that these plans are not 
succeeding is a lack of acknowledgment of the power structures in place that create the issues.  
It is important to note that within the structure of higher education, social change is 
heavily tied to policy change. The University creates policy aimed at increasing inclusion and 
diversity.  The relative amount of power students hold on campus is often mediated by the 
institution, its employees, and the stakeholders. The relationship, as will be articulated within the 
higher education literature discussed later on, has the ability to either strengthen or weaken 
student voices and their perceptions of institutional investment. Both of these influence student 
perceptions of belonging. To understand how policies could be more effective, how they could 
address power, and better engage community stakeholders to increase actual and perceived 
student power, I was intentional in incorporating staff and administrators (stakeholders) who 
believed in the importance of belonging and the mission of the Campus Plan. The stakeholders 
were interviewed to create a collaborative understanding of students’ belonging on campus. The 
project first engaged student narratives of belonging through a survey, though after initial 
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interviews the project focus shifted. I have intentionally included some data from the anonymous 
student survey as a prompting tool for stakeholder interviews.  
This choice stems from the works of those in higher education who tie student 
perceptions of institutional investment to their belongingness. It is further supported through the 
work of Vincent Tinto, a sociologist whose career has focused on forming theories of higher 
education and the factors involved in student retention. In his book Leaving College examined 
student perceptions of belonging. He found they were based on relation to the dominant culture 
on campus and that one’s proximity, or closeness to the dominant (mainstream) group correlated 
with their perception of belonging and acceptance on campus. Hoffman et al., like Tinto, 
examines institutional commitment amongst college students found that the factors students 
identified as increasing belongingness were: how they understood relationships with their faculty 
and how they understood their relationships with their peers (MaryBeth Hoffman et al. 2002). 
Similar to their works, this research begins to outline if and how narratives surrounding place 
and access influence perceptions of institutional commitment, and in turn belonging(ness), by 
investigating the relationship(s) between social capital and 1) individual perceptions of 
belonging (institutional commitment), 2) access to institutional investment, and 3) campus 
narratives of belongingness.  
Narrating space: 
Access to institutional investment depends on a person’s physical body, the cultural 
capital6 they embody, and the language that they use. Each of these signal to others whether a 
person belongs or does not belong, which in turn effects the access that they are given within 
                                                
6 Cultural Capital, theorized by Barratt (2011) argues that there are different forms of knowledge 
that are learned based on social class.  
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each space they enter. Students work to police each other through alienating those who do not fit 
within a framework geared for heterosexual, white, cisgender individuals in much that same way 
that Pascoe discussed how high school boys policed each other through jokes that poke at their 
masculinity via sexuality (Pascoe 2005). Will Barratt’s Social Class on Campus: Theories and 
Manifestations applies theory of social class as a way to understand relationships in higher 
education. The type of cultural capital that I am concerned with for this research fits under 
Barratt’s view as “knowledge and skills of the prestige class” (Barratt 2011:9). When the 
dominant body on campus is a white or white passing one, those who stray from this image can 
feel alienated in any space not dedicated to them. The Center for Diversity and Inclusion is a 
space dedicated to an important discussion, but it does not mean that it now becomes the only 
space where discussions around diversity and inclusion take place.   
 The dominant discourse or campus narrative, one that extends from a privileged white-
centric space, outlines, defines, and at times that determines where the lines of belonging and not 
belonging are drawn. This narrative of belonging is what part of this research seeks to understand 
through intentional conversations surrounding ‘space’. The different spaces students occupy -
academic, greek7, University housing, and student organizations- are comprised of people with 
different racial/ethnic, class, religious, sexual orientations, gender identities, and abilities. 
Despite this, the prevailing and potentially governing ‘knowledge’ basis and normative language 
surrounding ‘belonging’ remains limited and constrained by privilege. In theory, all students 
should belong in academic spaces but the reality is that there are marginalized bodies (e.g. 
religious minorities, racialized groups) who remain aware of their position, often constructed as 
                                                
7 Traditionally greek has been capitalized when discussing greek life, but for the remainder of 
this thesis I have chosen to make it lowercase in an attempt to not give it more power than other 
spaces I am discussing.  
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outsiders. Student’s self-perceptions of their belonging contributes to how well they believe they 
belong in academic spaces and within the larger campus community (Tinto 2012).  
While Greek spaces appear to have the clearest lines drawn for who belongs and who 
does not, often based on membership status and rank of affiliated chapter. The greek system also 
creates narratives of belonging and access to community through alcohol: sororities are 
prohibited from throwing parties with alcohol, while fraternities are encouraged, at least socially, 
to provide. Those who gain consistent access to these spaces may have higher perceptions of 
belonging. Dissimilar from the requirement to join a house, dining halls theoretically could open 
belongings, and could create positive relations between staff/administrators, faculty and students.  
Across potential spaces of belonging at the University, there is one space, outside of classroom 
engagement or administrative office visits, where students, faculty, and staff could regularly 
engage: Hoover Hall. Hoover, named after the major donors, was constructed to serve as a 
meeting ground for not only the student population, but faculty and staff as well. Hoover’s 
location and size, enables it to be seen from just about every academic building on campus. This 
makes the building itself impossible to ignore, even if you never enter the space itself.  Hoover 
has some of the potential to be a successful, integrative space to create inclusion and demonstrate 
equal or at the very least shared belongingness that I hope the campus to one day have Whether it 
achieves this ideal remains to be seen. I am intentional in my use Hoover. I argue it stands as an 
example of how the University’s intentional ‘inclusive’ plans are not as successful in addressing 
their intended purpose.   
In theory, all students should belong in academic and non-academic spaces on DePauw’s 
campus. The reality is that there are marginalized groups who are aware that they are looked at 
as the outsiders. For this reason, I initially chose to focus on the interactions that happen in 
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academic spaces. In addition, these spaces have the most interaction between all of the different 
members of the University: students, faculty, and staff. I had the intention of only exploring 
academic spaces, but as I conducted my research, it became clear that greek spaces would be 
unavoidable when talking about belonging on the University’s campus. As I realized the 
inevitability of the greek system, I was confronted with the fact that this University’s attempts to 
increase inclusion and diversity -the Day of Dialogue and the Campus Plan- do not critically or 
intentionally incorporate the ways greek life impacts dominant campus narratives or the overall  
culture. As I looked further look into belonging and considered the relevant literature, I realized 
that stakeholders remained central to changing this system and increasing perceptions of 
belonging for students 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW  
 Why Change Who Belongs?  
On a whole, any negative perceptions of belonging that exist within higher education do 
not comprise the loudest narrative. The dominant discourse within universities such as The 
University is not currently demanding change, so why push against the dominant narrative? 
Before it is possible to understand the purpose of doing research on belonging, there needs to be 
an understanding of feminist research and the ways that it complicates how research is conducted 
in comparison to traditional research. Letherby unpacked what it means to conduct feminist 
research in the research companion Feminist Research in Theory and Practice. In theory, the 
principles of feminist research diverge from traditional research because of social change that 
feminist research strives to do and the positioning of the researcher within the research. In 
practice, feminist research requires the research question to consider multiple intersections of 
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identities that are involved (Letherby 2003). As a researcher, I would expect my work to be 
within the feminist research framework because of the strong feelings I have about considering 
the ethics from all side. Being a student at the University, I am connected to my research and my 
research subjects in a more personal way than traditional science would prefer. My bias from 
past experiences on this campus informs my research and the purpose I have for doing it. 
Additionally, my research into belonging is not rooted in one aspect of a person’s identity, but is 
a culmination of the ways each person’s identity is interacted with from different angles. I argue 
that the disconnect between student’s institutional commitment and the institutional commitment 
the University would like students to have is rooted in a disconnect in understanding of how 
multiple identities impact interactions. 
 When all of a student’s identities are not considered, there becomes a risk for minimizing 
the effects they have in combination with each other. Each part of a student’s identity 
collectively effects their interactions on campus, not individually in a vacuum. Luft critiqued this 
compounding of identities when engaging in single issue politics in “Gender and Race Logics, 
and the Strategic Use of Antiracist Singularity” as what she called “flattening differences” (Luft 
2010). Part of Luft’s article addressed single-issue methods in light of efforts by antiracism 
trainers that claimed before people can engage with intersectionality they must be taught to 
engage with single-issue methods. . Luft argued for the centering of race before moving forward 
as a strategy to challenge the re-centering of whiteness and the disregard of racist politics, 
policies, and structures. In centering race, Luft argued for social change and transformation while 
moving past the problems of ‘singularity.’  When university policies are designed and 
implemented, there is often an over generalization and in some instances a centering of privilege 
and power that flattens difference, equates the experiences of differently positioned marginalized 
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groups, and places the concerns of privileged groups on par and in conversation with those who 
experience marginalization. While this could work if there was a one-size-fits-all resolution, that 
is not the case for our campus. As such, I argue Luft’s work can be applied to the Campus Plan 
as a tool to analyze the one-dimensional and flattened approach the policy takes to resolve issues 
of inclusion on campus.  
 The Campus Plan is not specific about which people are currently seen as 
included and which the Plan is supposed to help. The way that it doesn’t differentiate between 
marginalized groups is reminiscent of the norms that Luft is referring to in the statement 
“Prejudice is bad. Even to acknowledge any kind of racial difference between people implies a 
racial hierarchy. Therefore the denial of difference indicates the lack of prejudice, which is 
good” (Luft 2010:108). Luft’s argument encourages the engagement that Letherby (2003) 
described as feminist research because it requires critically engaging with and centering different 
identities.   
The Campus Plan is a physical document that can be called upon when the institution’s 
dedication to students is questioned. Because the plan claims to attend to inclusion and actively 
seek to change climate, it could be difficult to hold the administration or board of trustees 
accountable for lack of inclusion, or argue the administration is not invested in changing the 
culture of diversity and inclusion at DePauw.  However, words are only as powerful as the 
actions that they are used for. Inaction, or what the Campus Plan belies is the shift in institutional 
policy and narrative surrounding diversity to ‘diversity workers’8 whose sole purpose is to have 
“the goal of making diversity a goal” (Ahmed 2012:23) . Although diversity workers themselves 
                                                
8 Ahmed refers to diversity workers as “ diversity practioners” but I use worker because it 
implies a more accurate representation of the labor that they must put into the job that they do.  
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may have a desire to make changes that will positively impact the campus culture, and in the 
case of the University an increase in inclusion, the ability to achieve their goals remains limited. 
I argue, and through interviews with stakeholders demonstrate that the singularity of focus, in 
tandem with the centering of greekdom in conversations of inclusion (even if not directly 
acknowledged), impacts the ability to effectively create inclusion. Further, it is clear that the 
pressure for the University to be able to promote that they value diversity and inclusion may 
impact and impede effective diversity: it is inclusion and diversity in name, but not in practice.   
 
Constructing Perceptions of Belonging  
If the Campus Plan's goal of changing the culture on campus to be more diverse and 
inclusive is reached there should be a change in who perceives they belong on campus. This will 
come from the inclusion of those not currently included. On a college campus, there cannot be 
inclusivity without intersectionality. Each student may have multiple identities that combine to 
create their complex personhood (Cervenak, Sarah J., Cespdes, K.L., Souza, C., Straub 2002; 
Gordon and Davis 2004). However, there are ways to incorporate an understanding of these 
complex identities in order to foster inclusivity. Cervenak et al’s Imagining Differently: “The 
Politics of Listening in a Feminist Classroom” and Gordon and Davis’ Keeping Good Time: 
Reflections of Knowledge, Power and People both discuss the importance of understanding 
complex personhood in order to create the intersectionality that produced inclusivity. The 
feminist classroom that Cervenak et al. use in their work can serve as a framework for what it 
would look like for a university such as the University to engage with a dialogue that challenges 
homogeneity in favor of one that teaches students to engage with the idea of complex 
personhood. Understanding complex personhood and resisting the norm of flattening difference 
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work together to begin to create an environment that will promote the inclusion of students for 
who they are instead of how well they conform to the dominant group that narrates who does and 
who does not belong.  
Cervenak et al.(2002) and Luft (2010) provide the language and tools to critically 
understand student needs, including the specific features or mechanisms that would move the 
University towards a more inclusive campus. Cervenak et al. conducted their research in a 
feminist classroom, where the students shared a ‘common’ identity. They found that some 
students relied on the premise of a shared identity to create monolithic understandings and 
control narratives within the classroom. The attempts of some students to flatten the difference of 
Latinidad created tension in the classroom. Similarly, on this campus, there are undertones of 
broad assumptions surrounding group identities. Where assumptions of status, of beliefs, of 
belonging control the complexity of people and their larger communities. It may seem obvious 
that the students, faculty, and staff would, or at least should know that not everyone they interact 
with will be the same as them; however, that is not how many view it. Generationally speaking, 
the students are no longer a homogenized collective who belong to the same racial or class 
groups. The change in race, class, gender presentation and other positionalities impacts campus 
climate, though dominant narratives of what a college student is, and what their experiences 
should be may remain entrenched in the past.   
Students’ definitions and perceptions of belonging are defined within the understanding 
of inequalities on campus. Schwalbe et al’s work, Generic Processes in the Reproduction of 
Inequality: An Interactionist Analysis, analyzed four separate pathways that inequality can 
function within. The different processes are “othering, subordinate adaptation, boundary 
maintenance, and emotion management” (Schwalbe et al. 2000). Othering operates in three main 
Belonging in this place  
 
Ostreicher 
 
13 
ways: oppressive othering, implicit othering, and defensive othering. Oppressive othering is the 
pattern of asserting the dominant ideology as the correct one or by patterns of labeling the 
marginalized group’s ideology inferior, while implicit othering functions through the use of 
virtual selves that create a front stage impression of power and worth in order to other those not 
within the same boundary. Defensive othering is the reaction to an oppressive identity code9 that 
allows someone within the subordinate group to differentiate themselves from others in the 
group as a means of creating a hierarchy that they are in control of (Schwalbe et al. 2000). 
Subordinate adaptation, or the ways and methods that people use to handle presumptions of 
inferiority and social exclusion, help them navigate space and provide smaller spaces of 
inclusion where students may not feel othered.   
What Schwalbe et al. termed boundary maintenance is a way of understanding how 
physical spaces can create a distinction between different people or groups of people that awards 
more power and privilege to the dominant party. When there is a large difference in power and 
privilege there is a larger strain on the subordinate party when it comes to their feelings of 
institutional commitment and belonging.  Emotion management is the control of feelings in order 
to maintain the power structure that maintains inequality. At the University, the construction of 
Hoover Hall was an attempt to challenge the othering, boundary maintenance, and subordinate 
adaptation that had been happening in the previous student dining space, the Hub. From the day I 
moved into the University, Hoover was promoted as the dining hall that would bring the 
community together and be a place of growth for the students, staff, and faculty.  Unlike the Hub 
                                                
9 Identity codes are another way to utilize oppressive othering through the use of specific ways of 
speaking, dressing, and acting that are designed to only be achievable if you are part of the 
dominant group.  
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it would become a space mediated by the University. Who has access and during what times are 
now limited in comparison to the Hub as will be further discussed later on.  
Oppressive and defensive othering can be seen in spaces when comments or actions bring 
to question a person’s belonging to that space, whether it be intentional or not. The interviews 
conducted with staff members confirmed that there are ways they too feel othered. These two 
types of othering contribute to how boundaries are maintained at the University. What Schwalbe 
et al. termed boundary maintenance is a way of understanding how physical spaces can create a 
distinction between different people or groups of people that awards more power and privilege to 
the dominant party. When there is a large difference in power and privilege there is a larger 
strain on the subordinate party when it comes to their feelings of institutional commitment and 
belonging. As mentioned previously, Tinto argued that in order to feel a sense of institutional 
commitment students must feel connected to both the academic and social scenes at a university. 
When boundaries are created through the use of physical spaces that allow some people the 
ability to feel more connected than others it creates a narrative about what kind of bodies belong 
on campus. 
The virtual selves that Schwalbe et al. were referring to can be applied to the othering 
that is affirmed by other students via social media platforms such as Instagram, Facebook, and 
Snapchat. Instagram and Facebook make it possible to post pictures to create an image around 
yourself that promote aspects that follow the image of who belongs. In recent studies on how 
young girls perceive themselves in comparison to others they see on social media that appear to 
have the perfect image, it was uncovered that many of these girls were aware of the work they 
put into each post they made but assumed that those they were observing did not (de Vries and 
Kühne 2015). This phenomenon is not isolated to young girls; it is applicable to University 
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students and the ways they understand their belonging in relation to other people’s belonging on 
campus. Is it entitlement that causes a person to act like they belong more than others or is it a 
reaction to the belief that they very much do not belong and must pretend that they do?  
  In the case of the University, the social scene is complicated by the presence of greek 
life and its dominant presence. Sixty-nine percent of the campus is involved with greek chapters, 
all of which have houses that reside on campus (DePauw). During student’s sophomore year, if 
they are a part of a greek chapter, they reside in the chapter house. The chapter houses are the 
location for eating, sleeping, and often studying of these students. For sophomore’s who do not 
affiliate however, they are placed in housing that does not facilitate the same style of community 
living as chapter houses. In both cases, the sophomores begin to create more boundaries around 
their identities based on the physical spaces that they live in. The physical boundaries of housing 
that is contingent on their joining of a group. Admission into greek chapters is a process that 
either affirms or discourages a students’ sense of belonging. It serves as another way to maintain 
the boundaries of power for those who currently hold it. There is a level of cultural capital that 
must be attained in order for a student to be admitted into the greek system. Schwalbe et al. 
explains this cultural capital as a main part of how gate-keepers in the dominant group are able to 
recognize those who belong and those who do not (Schwalbe et al. 2000). Cultural capital is 
described similarly by Barratt as “knowledge and skills of the prestige class” (Barratt 2011:9). 
Barratt’s work engages with social class and the role it plays on university campuses in shaping 
relationships and experiences. Barrett’s understanding of cultural capital will help to further 
explain why Schwalbe et al.’s boundary maintenance is especially effective on the University’s 
campus because of the vastly different cultural capital there can be at a private institution.  
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The previous percentage that freshman and new students went through recruitment 
created the feeling that in order to belong students must affiliate with a greek chapter or at the 
very least be supportive of the organizations. If not, there was a push to learn to appreciate it 
because of the opportunity it offers for social mobility both on campus and beyond. Within 
Dew's collection of work on first generation college students, one mother was remembered as 
making the case that in order to learn to appreciate a system that also oppresses can cause 
students to ‘“destroy something’” within them that was there before (Dews and Law 1995). By 
asking students to negotiate their belonging with a system the overwhelmingly does not support 
other systems on campus, is the University asking students to give up something within 
themselves? As it stands now, yes, they are. Events and policies such as the Day of Dialogue and 
the Campus Plan prove that they do not wish to though.  
 
Negotiating Power within Higher Education  
 Schwalbe et al. is not only applicable to the student interactions within the University 
community. The interactions that faculty and staff must have with each other and the board of 
trustees have their own type of boundary maintenance to contend with. It is important to 
understand the way power is negotiated in the form of boundary maintenance because that is 
where the interviews with different staff and faculty members will come into play. The desire to 
be an active part in the community of the University tends to fade as students get older because 
they will be moving on to other places, but that is not the case for faculty and staff who are 
potentially here as a lifetime investment. Similarly, to students, staff and faculty must feel a 
sense of institutional commitment in order to want to stay but where the issues can arise for them 
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is the difference in how their efforts towards making the campus more diverse and inclusive are 
being promoted.   
 For those who believe that there is a culture on campus that could improve its promotion 
of belonging for students who could otherwise be marginalized there is a questioning of the 
Campus Plan in a different way than how it effects students. As mentioned previously, the 
Campus Plan appears to serve the University more than its students, but the ways it impacts the 
spaces they exist in is different than how it effects faculty and staff. Ahmed mentioned that for a 
policy that does not do what it said it would, according to Ahmed, it must be challenged/changed 
and it must be examined to generate the ways it could be improved (Ahmed 2012). The Campus 
Plan that was passed by the Board of Trustees could not have been fully in the best interest of the 
people currently a part of the campus because in order to do so there would have been a change 
in the structure that gives them all of the power that they have. In addition to the policy, there 
should be other institutional changes that force the policy to follow through on the commitment 
it made. The consistent shortcoming of the 2016-2017 Campus Plan was each department on the 
University's campus that had said they would receive training on diversity and inclusion failed to 
complete this task by the years end. Planning time within a year for faculty and staff to step away 
from their daily responsibilities is difficult, but it must be made a priority before any change will 
be seen on campus10.  
Feminist research requires the researcher to consider the ethics involved in the intention 
and potential impact of the research being done. The work that I have done had the intention of 
changing the culture on the University’s campus to be inclusive of all of its students. In order to 
do so a deeper look must be taken at the ways the University understands the concept of complex 
                                                
10 See Appendix E. for 2016-2017 Campus Plan progress report.  
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personhood and the difference between doing diversity work for the sake of doing diversity work 
and actually working towards diversity and inclusion (Ahmed 2012; Cervenak, Sarah J., 
Cespdes, K.L., Souza, C., Straub 2002). The ways that inequalities are constructed will be used 
as guidelines to understand the barriers for inclusion on campus (Schwalbe et al. 2000). The 
research I have conducted over the last year utilizes the sources documented as a means of 
unpacking the complex culture on the University’s campus and the policies in place that inhibit 
the diverse and inclusive place it promotes.  
 
METHODS  
  The initial research design of this thesis was a case study of survey data and interviews 
from both students, faculty, and staff. If the student interviews had been included, the research 
method may have shifted to an ethnographic study of the University community. The foundation 
for the data collection was the intentional desire to have both survey and interview data. The 
power of qualitative data that could be collected through the use of interviews served as the 
validation for the data collected through surveys.  Faculty and staff became the main group to be 
interviewed because of the link they had to policy enactment on campus. Being able to hear the 
intention and perceived successes and downfalls of the push for diversity and inclusion became 
the most accessible way to get information about belonging at the University. For the purpose of 
this research the four participants were given pseudonyms; Alice, Melissa, Peter, and Jacob. 
Alice works closely with first year students and their mentors to aid the transition from high 
school to college. Melissa works within one of the more inclusive spaces on campus, the 
Women’s Center, and provides a variety of services to students, faculty, and staff. Peter holds an 
executive administration position that works directly with the Student Life Office. Finally, Jacob 
Belonging in this place  
 
Ostreicher 
 
19 
works within the Center for Diversity and Inclusion on campus with marginalized students. For 
the remainder of this work they will be referred to by these names.  
This thesis, similar to aforementioned works, initially aimed to examine perceptions of 
belonging on campus through different lenses: 1) student perceptions of belonging and 2) 
faculty, staff, and administrator perceptions of belonging.  Although the overall project attempts 
to understand the student's sense of belonging, the research shifted after initial data collection. 
The information collected from students was used to better question staff and administrator 
perceptions of belonging, and its relationship to student access, investment, and ability to belong.   
The primary data used throughout the project reflects interviews conducted with staff and 
administrators supported and made more complex when placed in conversation with student 
responses. Though it may seem odd to examine student perceptions of belonging and the 
University’s (relatively successful) initiatives, I argue the people who create, decide, and 
implement the policies that (dis)allow for belongingness (e.g. class environments, communal 
space, open dialogue, access to resources) are the faculty, staff, and administration of The 
University. This project places the voices of those who create policies in conversation with the 
actual policies and asks, 1) is The University successful at creating/constructing belonging on its 
campus; 2) how do staff and administrators understand perceptions of belonging on campus and 
does this correlate with initiatives The University constructs, and 3) how do staff and 
administrators understand student perceptions of belonging. Taken together, the results of these 
questions will add nuance to my assessment of the relative successes and/or failures of the 
University’s policies11.  
                                                
11 In Ostreicher, Samantha. 2017. “Who is Included? The Inclusivity of the Campus Plan” I 
unpack the shortcomings of the Campus Plan for a previous class. I do not attend to the ways in 
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 Over the course of four months, the end of the Fall semester and the beginning of the 
Spring semester, an anonymous survey was sent to students at the University from every class. 
The questions on the survey consisted of open-ended questions on defining belonging for 
students, faculty, and staff and multiple-choice questions on the student’s perceptions of 
belonging on campus. Hoffman et al.’s study on the belonging of first years on campus was 
conducted over a longer period of time, but the survey that was sent to students was modeled 
after perceptions of students that their study aimed to gather (M. Hoffman et al. 2002). There 
were three major cycles of requests that went out to students encouraging them to participate. 
The survey was closed after 40 students had completed the survey.  
The interviews were conducted in a one-month span, starting before the survey was 
closed and ending after it had been closed. There were four staff members interviewed. Two of 
the staff members were interviewed twice and three of the six interviews took place after the 
survey was closed. The interviews began as semi-structured but became unstructured interviews 
due to the nature of the conversation with each of the participants (Stawarski and Phillips 
2008:24). When going in to each of the interviews, I came prepared with a list of topics or 
questions that needed to be covered in the interview. In the event that the unstructured format of 
the interviews failed to produce answers to these questions naturally I would have been able to 
direct the conversation in the way I needed it to go.    
 
 
 
                                                
which the plan does not fully succeed in the steps it set out to accomplish because of the shift my 
project had as a result of the data collected through the interviews. This information is still 
relevant though and can be found in Appendix B.  
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DATA ANALYSIS  
Grounded theory originated from Glasser and Strauss’s (1967) initial departure from the 
previous practice of placing predetermined theoretical knowledge onto the data collected. Instead 
they allowed their data to develop the theory (the ground up) and thus grounded their analysis in 
the narratives presented, which created a type of theorization where the research and participants 
were central(Glaser and Strauss 1967). In the case of this research that engaged feminist 
methods, grounded theory and had a small sample size, the data is not generalizable. However, 
the information provided remains useful for working to create social change.  
 Grounded theory is defined by the desire to explain an act that develops over time 
(Creswell 2013:Five Qualitative Approaches to Inquiry). In the case of this research, it is the act 
of students belonging at the University that is being explained through the collection of data 
from both students and staff. The main point of using grounded theory is that the theory that 
comes out of it is rooted in the participants of the action that is being investigated. Participants 
shape the theory instead of the data from the participants being forced into a preexisting theory. 
Grounded theory has two subcategories it is divided into; systematic and constructivist 
approaches. The constructivist approach is designed to “emphasizing diverse local worlds, 
multiple realities, and the complexities of particular worlds, views, and actions” (Creswell 
2013:87). Part of the feminist research approach is to consider not only the multiple identities 
that each person has, but the different identities of each person on the University’s campus.  
 The process of grounded theory is not a static collection and analyzing, instead there is a 
cycle of collection and analyzing it with other data to find patterns of emerging categories. 
Within the process of forming these categories is the process of coding the data that is collected. 
There are different types of coding that are used for different phases of data collection. The 
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earliest phase of coding is open coding. Open coding is broad categorization in order to begin to 
parse out the main themes of the data. Once the open coding is complete, a primary code is 
chosen to be the focal point of the study. Choosing this focal point is the second phase of coding, 
also known as axial coding.  
FINDINGS  
Overall, the findings demonstrate that greek life remained central to narratives of 
belonging. I separate the chapters into Unequal Belonging, Threatening Whiteness, Institutional 
Diversity Work, Creating the Boundaries of Belonging and Belonging to Everything But the 
University: Next Steps For Inclusivity. After presenting the general findings, I will provide some 
conclusions and next steps for challenging social exclusion, the relative impact of DePauw’s 
policies, and (un)belonging generally on DePauw’s campus.  
Unequal Belonging    
“I’d send my son to the University, as a person of color, I’d send my son to the 
University but I wouldn’t send my daughter because that sense of belonging is a little 
easier, in my judgement, for young men of color to associate but not always have to 
affiliate because if I’m a swimmer, or if I’m a track runner, in the band or anything like 
that, you get invited to as part of it” 
 –Peter 
 The above quote from Peter’s first interview was in response to the question, “can you 
briefly describe, from your perspective, the University’s goals and missions for students?” Peter 
had been briefed on a general description that the basis of the research was belonging prior to the 
interview. The statement, that also began this thesis, holds a remarkable amount of power not 
only because of the connection with recruitment for the University Peter has, but because of the 
multiple layers of implications it has about the unequal experiences at the University. On the 
base level, the statement admits that the University’s culture still creates a different experience 
for men than it does for women. According to Peter, the othering that students do to each other is 
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worse for women than it is for men. The language of affiliate and associate further separates the 
groups of campus into ones that can be permeable by outsiders and those that cannot. The groups 
in particular that Peter referred to when discussing the affiliation versus association idea were 
fraternities and sororities.  In considering the difference between affiliation and association, 
affiliation gets attached to sororities and association gets attached to fraternities.  The affiliation 
to a sorority becomes a permanent signifier for women who choose to be a part of a chapter. 
Women, both those who are and who are not part of greek12 life, use the language of discussing 
women as within or outside of a chapter as a form of boundary maintenance that becomes the 
authority for only allowing access to spaces if they are affiliated with the chapter that is drawing 
the line.  
 For men in fraternities, the boundaries are blurred from the beginning because of the 
party culture that exists on campus. The fraternity houses are the site of socialization that have a 
different set of boundaries that only ask the people that occupy them to contend and associate 
with them. For women, the collectives outside of greek life do not hold the same ability to create 
a sense of belonging because of the segregation that happens as a result of greek life. For the 
women on sports teams, involved in other campus organizations or just those who are room/floor 
mate, the recruitment process creates boundaries that did not exist before. Peter’s experience as a 
male athlete on campus gave him a team to ground his collective in that he did not, and still does 
not, see this happening for women. When a female athlete chooses not to affiliate with one of the 
chapters, but others on the team do or go through the process there becomes a disconnect in the 
collective. Instead of a united team, it becomes “Oh I’m on the swim team, but I’m not in 
                                                
12 As a reminder I have chosen to make greek lowercase in an attempt to not give it more power 
than other spaces I am discussing.  
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Sigma”, which begins to draw the lines between who gets to fully belong to the collective and 
who has to add a clause to that belonging. The collective that Peter experienced from being a 
male athlete on campus would not translate to female athletes because of the addition of these 
clauses that divide the collective. In this case, the flattening of difference that Luft discussed 
actually benefits male athletes by allowing their identity within the collective to be seen as only 
the one collective. Female athletes are seen as athletes and members of different greek chapters 
at the same time which creates more boundaries in the collective and works against a sense of 
true belonging to the group. Tinto’s understanding of belonging, mentioned in the introduction  -
“the closer one is to the mainstream of academic and social life of the college, the more likely is 
one to perceive oneself as being congruent with the institution” -holds true in the case of women 
who are outside of greek life (Tinto 2012). At the University, greek life is the mainstream social 
life that Tinto refers to as being necessary for congruency with the institution. Over half of the 
University’s student population is affiliated with greek life and the majority of them live in the 
chapter houses instead of university housing. This means that in addition to the figurative 
boundaries that are being created by students joining different greek chapters, or none at all, 
there are physical boundaries that become involved.  
 
Threatening Whiteness  
  The University’s students define belonging widely to our Greek community or being 
apart [sic] of a collective. This collective could be a shared national identity or simply living 
in the same dormitory where they all share similar experiences in their daily lives. Whether 
the collective is actually a functioning healthy relationship between the individual and other 
members is based on the individual. I think "belonging" to someone at the University is more 
superficial than a deeper emotional connection that is helpful and healthy.  
I think it's becoming deeper due to more social awareness on campus and a bigger voice 
for minorities but there is still much to be done in order to create a healthier social climate at 
the University. My time at the University, however, has mad(e) me reflect more deeply on 
my experiences and realize that the University isn't what they try to sell. I'm a white male 
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that is in a fraternity, one could assume I would feel comfortable at the University but that 
would be far from the truth. I feel like an outsider sometimes and have actually become more 
socially reclusive. I'm not a fan of the social climate at the University nor am I happy with 
how students handle it. Belonging could mean much more at the University if we tried but 
identity politics hinders this. 
-Survey Participant answering Define what it means to belong at the University 
 
 The participant above, who will be referred to as Jason, responded to the survey question; 
What does it mean to belong at the University for students? Their response directly opposes the 
ideas that Peter has about the experience of students on campus. As a white, male student inside 
the greek system, Peter would have made the judgement that Jason would have had a place that 
they felt like they belonged on campus. The boundaries have been removed, or at least created 
around, this student but still it is not enough. There is something lacking at the University to 
allow for deeper connections that would create the feeling of belonging. Cervenak et al.’s 
complex personhood can be applied to this respondent and others like him who are grouped into 
a larger collective that may not represent their feelings of belonging or otherwise. Peter has taken 
the perceived majority group identity of the white, greek, male student and generalized that there 
is an assumed sense of belonging that they get with this collective. The generalization is the 
same that the women in Cervenak’s classroom were associated with when they were placed in 
the class together to share their so-called collective Latina experience (Cervenak, Sarah J., 
Cespdes, K.L., Souza, C., Straub 2002) . The idea works from the inside of boundaries of power 
that are being maintained. 
Jason, who from the start joined the right collective (greek life) and who should be inside 
the boundaries of the group, feels like they belong. The cultural capital Jason has is not lacking 
in any way that is obvious and could be preventing them from accessing the greek life system to 
its full potential. It is the threat to whiteness that is causing his discomfort. According to Peter, 
Jason had access to the collective that had a large majority of the power on the University’s 
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campus. If a cultural capital deficiency is not the only issue, where can the University be part of 
the issue. For Jason, it is the lack of depth that relationships connected to a collective identity 
have. They live with people they are in the organization with and they belong to a group, but the 
actual relationships are not built on past sharing physical space. The need to belong and the need 
to have others that you connect with is representative of the millennial ideal of being a part of 
society. 
 Jason’s quote complicates how white students are being confronted with their whiteness 
that is causing them to problematize the whiteness that makes them feel like they belong. 
Similarly, is the place that the Network of Enlightened Women (NEW) has come out of. The 
group is a national organization for conservative women who feel they need a space on their 
campus to openly express their opinions without fear of retribution. They believe their assumed 
dominant and normative status on campus is being threatened: they are no longer able to engage 
in micro-aggressions without direct challenge, they are forced to engage with conversations 
surrounding diversity -even if only momentarily- and they see a shift in the general student 
population and feel they are part of the minority group (in number and in ideas). This is the 
discourse that NEW is engaging with. On the University’s campus, their formation caused an 
uproar because of their closed off principles that alienate the predominantly liberal student 
population. The formation of the group itself though is a sign of a shift on campus that has 
pushed out the conservative views, that align with the power that is rooted in the invisibility of 
whiteness. The invisibility of whiteness works to highlight those who are not white as being out 
of place. The conversations around diversity and inclusion through the Campus Plan and the Day 
of Dialogue have pointed out this invisibility to white students who have not had to engage with 
the conversation before. 
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Institutional Diversity Work  
 Unfortunately, the conversations that happen during the Day of Dialogue are not 
necessarily reoccurring because faculty are not encouraged to have these discussions throughout 
the year. In Jacob’s interview, the conversation around whether or not the University has been 
successful with the Campus Plan lead to them to make the following statement: 
Now could we be doing a better job with being a bit more accessible and not necessarily 
doing it just on one day and maybe having it on the website? 100% yes, but that would 
require us to hire a chief diversity officer to dedicate their time entirely to that kind of 
work. 
 
The observation that the University does not currently have someone whose job is to oversee the 
diversity and inclusion initiatives on campus calls in to question the dedication to these 
initiatives. Hiring another staff member on would require allocating the funds to ensure the 
position was not only started, but that it is continued over time. With the current hiring freeze 
that has prevented other departments on campus from being fully staffed, it is not surprising that 
the position has not been created in the last year. However, it does not account for the lack of one 
in the last three years. The current advisor for Diversity and Inclusion to the President has many 
other roles at the University, including the Title IX coordinator. These are both vital roles on a 
university campus; they should not be handled by the same person and expect the same results as 
if they were two.  
 This is not the only person involved with the Diversity and Inclusion initiatives that has 
multiple roles at the University. The chair to the Diversity and Inclusion committee holds a 
director position in their department. The combination of the roles, without a person leading the 
committee who only has to focus on the Diversity and Inclusion initiatives, can make it seem like 
the committee is not a priority. The current members of the committee do not intentionally 
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neglect the goals of the committee but would having another who takes on the sole role as 
director of the Diversity and Inclusion committee not be better? The update on the Campus Plan 
from 2016-17 had few items that had been accomplished entirely and several that had no 
meaningful progress. With a staff member assigned solely to be the Diversity and Inclusion 
coordinator the committee would be led by someone with the time to dedicate to ensuring the 
goals set forth in the initiative are accomplished.   
 Without a staff member assigned to the position of Diversity and Inclusion coordinator, 
to students and prospective students alike, it would appear that diversity and inclusion are words 
being used that carry empty meaning. This is what Ahmed’s research in the U.K found was often 
the case when interviewing diversity workers. The word diversity was being used because it was 
relevant, but it was only relevant because people kept using it (Ahmed 2012:60–61). The circular 
logic keeps the words in the vocabulary of everyone on campus. However, if they hold no 
meaning and if large numbers of students feel they don’t belong, then what are the words doing?  
 Words that are empty signifiers do little work to help those they are intended for. The 
word belonging has meaning, but there is no one definition. In the student survey that was sent 
out, the participants were asked to define belonging in general, for students, for staff, and for 
faculty. There were some overlapping themes for each participant’s responses, but there was not 
an identical, or even close match, for all of them. Each person had a slightly or entirely different 
concept of belonging. Within each participant’s responses they also varied on whether the 
definition of belonging was the same for faculty and staff and/or if it was the same as it was for 
students. From these results, it can be concluded that belonging then is an individual concept that 
cannot be prescribed to students with all the same instructions. This is the difficulty with finding 
belonging; no two belongings are alike. What made Peter feel like he belonged at the University 
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when he went here is not going to make everyone here now feel like they belong. However, just 
because belonging is not the same for everyone does not mean that there is nothing to be done to 
accomplish allowing belonging for everyone. Jacob pointed out that since the students who took 
the survey are already able to tell that everyone’s belonging is different, it allows them to “start 
to honor how we expect the world to receive us is different too” (see Appendix A for more 
information). Learning to understand that not everyone will be received by the world the same 
lends itself to being able to understand Cervenak et al.’s concept of complex personhood. To 
believe that belonging is individualized is to believe, or at least understand, that each person has 
different identities and lived experiences. The entire premise for Cervenak et al’s complex 
personhood is that each person has different identities and lived experiences. The survey 
participants have demonstrated that they are aware of these differences; what remained unclear 
was if they accept the idea of complex personhood and belonging. These concepts together, 
complex personhood and belonging, mean that the hierarchy of who belongs does not exist 
because there’s no true way to measure a person’s belonging and compare it to someone else. 
The individual experiences we have do not work as an additive model for belonging that can be 
used to give a comparable score. There must be equal opportunity afforded to members of the 
campus community to belong. In order for there to be equal opportunity there cannot be methods 
of measuring belonging, one being using cultural capital as a means of measuring knowledge of 
the predetermined group that belongs. Instead, those who come to the University lacking past 
experience that would have afforded them the cultural capital needed to be able to communicate 
to those who already have those experiences.  
 An assumption, or myth as Barratt calls it, that is often made about the class of a person, 
defined in terms of cultural capital, is that their class and their ethnicity are inseparable (Barratt 
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2011:48). This view associates negative tropes with minority ethnicities. In turn, this then creates 
the assumption that minority students on campus do not belong, or belong less, because they are 
assumed to lack the cultural capital to do so. The myth Barratt discussed does not consider 
students who identify with minority ethnicities but appear as part of the majority. I am a white-
passing Latina woman and because of this my body is read as having an assumed cultural capital 
that afford me the assumption of belonging. Throughout my time at the University, there have 
been very few times that my belonging has been questioned by my peers because of my 
ethnicity; my gender is a topic discussed later in the thesis. I consider my ethnicity overlooked or 
assumed differently because a) I have been made aware of my ability to pass for white since I 
was a child and b) because of the comments that are made in front of me without pause for 
concern. The students on campus who have bodies that are read as colored are subject to a 
scrutiny from white students.  
In my time here, I have heard multiple white-passing students question why students of 
color are here if they feel that they do not belong. If they feel that way, that they should go home 
to feel comfortable. Other times it will be the way that students of color dress or act; which is 
viewed as outside the acceptable way that it decided by the white majority, will be questioned. 
The assumption that is being made in these instances is that if they are going to attend the 
University then they should put the effort into assimilating to the standard. While I have never 
been on the direct receiving end of this criticism, hearing it does work to create an understanding 
that the level of belonging that I experience is contingent on how well I continue to act and 
appear in ways that signify something other than a minority ethnicity. The work that this 
narrative does can be seen as physical boundary maintenance, as Schwalbe et al. talk about it, for 
what bodies belong on campus but it also works to create figurative boundaries for the how I 
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make decisions going forward. The boundary maintenance is done with more than just the 
policing of minority bodies, as will be discussed in the next section.  
 
Creating the Boundaries of Belonging  
 The boundaries of belonging are formed by the dominant majority on campus and are 
reproduced by everyone who is not actively against it. With the greek population as large of a 
percentage of the University’s population, it would be hard to find a larger group to be the 
dominant group of campus13. The presence of greek life infiltrates not only the physical spaces of 
campus, but the digital spaces students interact with regularly.  
Each chapter has its own house, but to find a common space to talk about all of them and those  
not within the dominant greek chapters, is where it will be the most productive to examine the 
boundaries of belonging. This space is Hoover Hall. Hoover was promoted by the former 
president of the University, Brian Casey, as a place that would bring the community together. 
During the construction the former president left the University and the current president was the 
one who saw its finalization and completion. As a result, the concept that the former president 
had in mind was not going to be the final product because of the simple fact that they’re different 
people. The building that Hoover became has created physical boundaries between students with 
meal pans and those without. Even more, those who live in chapter houses are virtually non-
existent within the space, thus segregating the population further. Instead of bringing the 
                                                
13 The two counsels; Interfraternity Council and Panhellenic Council, constitute the dominant 
greek system. There are other councils; Multicultural Greek Council, National Pan-Hellenic 
Council, that do not have the same power.  
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community together, Hoover has pushed greek members farther back into their respective 
houses.  
The majority of the space Hoover has to offer that can be utilized for studying, coming 
together, or eating are only accessible after going through the main entrance and using a swipe14. 
If it is outside of meal times the space is unavailable. There isn’t a way to access a majority of 
the space during high study times. This decreases the appeal of the space even more to students 
who do not have a meal plan. When interviewing Peter, he agreed that something about the way 
that Hoover is utilized needs to change in order to bring all students together in it.  As he put it, 
“It’s a nice building, same thing with the Center for Diversity and Inclusion, it’s a nice space but 
it’s not about the space it’s about what’s happening in the space”. In the instance of Hoover, the 
space was still being used to reproduce the boundaries of belonging as they had previously 
existed.  
 Hoover was an attempt to challenge the boundary maintenance of not only the greek 
system but the boundaries and othering that occurred in the old dining hall, the Hub. The Hub 
was a fraction of the size of Hoover, unable to fit the entire freshman class at one never mind a 
decent portion of the student body. In the times that I ate there as a freshman the bodies that 
occupied the lower area, directly connected to the buffet-style area where students were still able 
to go back in for more food, were predominantly white-passing students who were mostly 
freshman. First semester, athletic teams and residence floors were the main groups of people that 
sat together, but after recruitment the crowd shuffled based on student’s new found “homes”. 
Those who were minorities, international, and/or not in a house could be found outside the 
                                                
14 The University switched over to a swipe system instead of a deducting balance. The swipes 
expire each week and cannot be refunded.  
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bounds of the lower dining area in the upper student center that was no longer connected to the 
Hub. The intention behind the set-up of Hoover was to address these physical differences of 
space by creating a large enough dining room to hold all of these different groups. It was an 
attempt to make students who used to be removed from the main social setting of the Hub 
included in Hoover. If the space does not challenge the privilege of those who occupied the main 
space of the Hub prior to Hoover then having them in the same physical space does little to bring 
the groups together.  
 The gender inclusive bathrooms in Hoover became a point of controversy because of the 
climate that they were announced in. North Carolina’s bill, known as HB2, was legislation that 
decided that in North Carolina government buildings people must use the bathroom that aligns 
with the gender listed on their birth certificate. It caused major outcry from the LGBTQIA+ 
community because of the disregard it had for people who did not identify with the gender they 
were assigned at birth. The all gendered bathrooms in Hoover were meant to set the University 
apart from other schools as being more inclusive of people who do not feel comfortable within 
the gendered spaces that bathrooms typically are. When the building was opened though, it 
became known that the gender inclusive bathrooms were single-stall bathrooms, similar to 
family style bathrooms that already exist in many public spaces. In the same way that diversity 
and inclusion had been used prior as empty signifiers, calling these bathrooms gender inclusive 
was its own empty signifier. Single-stall bathrooms do not require others in the community to 
contend with what it means to be gender inclusive. In this way, the bathrooms work against the 
goal of reducing the othering that happens in the physical spaces on campus. It still disengages 
students who do not fit within the gendered spaces of campus by saying to them they are still 
outside of the majority and must be placed in a separate place than those who do.  
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 The othering that the gender inclusive bathrooms are doing operate as oppressive 
othering of non-gender conforming students. By only allowing the bathrooms individual 
occupations, while also having gendered bathrooms with multiple stalls, the dominance of 
gendered spaces is very easily understood. Alternatively, students engage in implicit othering to 
counteract any oppressive othering they may encounter. Implicit othering can take the form of a 
virtual self in the digital space or in the performance of identity that others perceive as 
belonging. The virtual selves of students are mainly found on Facebook, Snapchat, and 
Instagram. Here they have the ability to choose the images that are showcased to their peers in an 
effort to create an identity that belongs within the context of campus.  
The narrative that they are trying to belong within is the one that has been constructed by 
students in the dominant group: the most revered sororities and fraternities. The hierarchy of 
sororities and fraternities is rooted in a scale that is based on who has the most attractive 
members, the most active social lives, and the most cultural capital; typically, in the form of 
affluent members and alumni. These are the students that set the standard for how others not in 
the groups should aim to be seen if they want the same status of belonging afforded to them. 
Those outside of the group see the well-crafted images on social media, that subsequently 
receive large numbers of likes, and work to make their image the same. What ends up happening 
is the self-worth tends to be lowered because of having to work for that image that it is perceived 
others do not. There is an understanding that those who are working towards belonging have to 
do this work to get the same image, but it is not believed that the dominant group members 
perform the same level of work.  
The disconnect is not unique to the University’s students, or even to college students in 
general. Women have been socialized to believe the image that is presented on the social media 
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of a desired identity is an accurate representation of the life of that person. de Vries and Kuhne’s 
study is an example of how widespread this trend can be. The study showcased how women 
from 18-25 years old can be effected by the desire to be seen favorably on social media while 
knowing that to do so will require a decent amount of work on their part (de Vries and Kühne 
2015).There is the same disconnect between the personal and the perceived other with how 
students perceive how others think they belong.  
The question I asked in my survey – do you think anyone acts like they belong more than 
others? – does not attend to anyone’s self-entitlement, but rather how a person understands the 
presentation of others. Jacob identified what he saw as important about this questions as the 
following:  
I think what’s more important is to think about the intention of why they’re acting like 
they belong and as the receiver of the action how we receive a person’s physical 
manifestation of acting like they belong when in fact what they might be doing is code 
switching for a space so that other folks get the sense that they belong. 
 
When I later reflected on Jacob’s idea of code switching with fellow participant, Melissa, my 
response was: 
It’s interesting because that self-perception that you know that you don’t belong in the 
same way that this person does and you are aware that sometimes you may not or 
someone else may not feel like they belong but when someone else is acting like they 
belong and you may not feel like it, it’s an assumed entitlement. Even though that may 
not be the case. It may be somebody doesn’t actually feel like they belong and in order to 
try and feel like they belong they’re going to fake it and act like they really belong.  
 
In many ways, this is the same mentality that de Vries and Kuhne questioned the women 
in their study had about others on social media in comparison to themselves. The students 
recognize that there is some type of disconnect that they feel with belonging that requires work 
to hide but their reaction to others who could be doing the same thing is to assume some level of 
entitlement. The understanding they have of themselves does not translate to the understanding 
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they have of others, in part because of the systems of belonging that they have to navigate daily.  
In this way, students who are reading the actions of others as belonging more than them are using 
the framework of belonging that has been constructed at the University to assume the intention 
behind the actions.  
The construction of who belongs, as previously discussed, starts from the beginning with 
the bodies that exist in the space that first years are expected to eat in. The centralization of the 
meal plan that has pushed upperclassmen out, but forced first years in. Now Hoover has become 
a point of socialization -for some. Behavior that upperclassmen who do occupy the space 
becomes understood as part of the narrative for who belongs based on the different interactions 
that occur. When first years navigate other spaces at the University they are informed by the 
understanding of the different ways to code their behavior in an effort to fit in. Jacob read the 
responses the survey participants had to the question of others belonging as a way of proving that 
students are being forced to do this kind of work to survive at the University. Even more so, 
those who are not there – greek students – are now given an identity that associates them with 
groups outside of the central University community. A unified campus becomes harder when 
there are groups, like greek organizations, that are perceived outside of the community and who 
are afforded some level of power that others are not. The belonging of students associated with 
these groups then becomes aligned with their greek organization before the University.   
 
Belonging to Everything But the University: Next Steps For Inclusivity  
I fear that a lot of those students will either to join next year. Which perhaps they may be 
better informed to do so or they will decide to leave because it is such a dominant space 
especially the women, the men I always say, can associate but they don’t have to affiliate. 
–Peter  
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 When students start to be seen as attached to other groups such as greek life over any 
other groups the University becomes merely a physical location that has brought these 
organizations together. In this past recruitment, the number of women who registered for 
Panhellenic recruitment were down compared to previous years (McTigue 2018). In my second 
interview with Peter, I asked him about how he interpreted the low numbers and if he was 
hopeful that it was the start of a shift towards a campus that is less focused around greek life. His 
response was instead fearful for what may happen in the coming semester as a result of the low 
numbers. In the above quote, Peter acknowledged that if students cannot align themselves with a 
greek organization, there is a trend that they will decide to leave the University. Looking back on 
the past three and a half years, the moments that I have had the most contention with the 
University were in the aftermath of events such as the Day of Dialogue because they have left 
me with more questions about the University and their dedication to all students. Each year I 
hope for there to be change that stems from the events of this day, but instead the campus climate 
remains the same.  
Each year I return there is something that happens to remind those who are not the 
dominant body that their belonging is conditional. Three days into the school this past year, 
when news broke that a white male student decided that placing fecal matter outside the door of 
a woman of color in the freshman dorms as a result of her not turning down her music to a level 
he deemed low enough was acceptable behavior I wish I could say that I was shocked. 
Unfortunately, these things no longer surprised me, instead they simultaneously aggravate and 
deflate me. My anger pushes me to strive to change the culture on campus to reflect the 
inclusivity that the Campus Plan aimed to promote, but when a freshman who has been here for a 
week is the one committing this act it is hard to feel like anything will ever change. After only a 
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week here this student felt empowered enough to commit such an act or this was a result of 
feelings of belonging and empowerment that they had when they arrived. In either case, it is a 
result of a campus narrative that give power to white male students.  
 
“I think people can still have an affinity for the University, a lot of times they have an 
affinity for their greek organization that they feel stronger than for the University as an 
institution so that’s I think a place for connections too.”-Melissa  
 
 Melissa touched on the connection that alumni have with the University and that it is 
often not the University they have ties to. Instead it is other organizations or people that are 
thought of as separate from the University because of the ways their belonging when they were 
students was a function of these groups and not a collective University identity. Going back to 
Tinto, the idea that the student is seeing themselves as “congruent with the institution” is not as 
applicable to the students who do feel like they belong in the sense that the institution that they 
are aligning themselves with is not the University (2012). The University has become the 
subordinate institution to a seemingly over powering greek system when it comes to the 
belonging of its students. Legacies, students with a parent or whose parents went to the 
University, find themselves immersed in the greek system before they even arrive. From their 
parents they have seen the benefits of being in the greek system and are set on following the 
same path. This creates a cycle that is hard to break. If the greek system that alumni loved 
changes and the main part of the University they had hoped to share with their children no longer 
exists, then what used to set the University apart from other colleges now has no connection for 
the family. Any changes to the greek system would be a risk to the ties of belonging that alumni 
have to the University.  
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 In my own time here, I admit that I look back on where my ties lie, they are connected 
more to my greek chapter than to the University. The other major organizations that I was a part 
of are not distinguishable from the greek system either. My athletic season spanned from the 
beginning of the year through second semester, after recruitment. There was always the 
underlying agenda of whatever house had the most members on the team the previous year to 
remain the house with the most. In fact, most of the suggestions Peter had for how he saw 
Hoover as being better utilized was in using it as a recruitment tool. In talking to a fraternity on 
campus to encourage them to join the space he framed it as a place where they should go and 
“then don’t sit with each other, sit down and say let me tell you about Delta or you let me tell 
you about Lambda. That’s a pretty good way to recruit people and they never thought about it 
like that”. Instead of focusing on bringing students to a central place in the University, he is 
suggesting that they must be brought into the central space of the greek system.  
 This undertone of furthering the greek system of the University was in fact the 
foundation for what my project became. Although I was there to talk about the University with 
Peter in both of my interviews, the greek system became the center of these conversations. 
Hoover became a recruitment tool for the greek system to attend to loose-ends that are not 
currently there. In this way Hoover is not the most demonstrative example of the ways the 
University fails to attend to the needs of all of its students, but it is the most central because of its 
location and its grandeur.  Hoover represented the University’s attempt to become a more 
inclusive campus, but for all of the reasons that have been outlined throughout my research, it 
was unable to ever reach that potential. Instead it became a space that only fostered the current 
exclusion that some students on campus face. 
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CONCLUSION  
 When I began this project, I was determined to define spaces within the University 
where belonging was created and defined without bringing in the greek system. I could not. In 
every interview the greek system remained central to the conversation about inclusion and 
University commitment. Although the University created the CDI to create a more inclusive 
space…. Although the University created the Day of Dialogue to engage in conversations around 
issues of belonging… Students who are not a part of the greek system are not the central targets 
of the end goal of these projects of inclusion. Hoover and the Center for Diversity and Inclusion 
were going to be the focal points of the project because they were the University’s key spaces 
they were advocating for as creating a more inclusive campus.  
The dominant power that greek life has gives it a stronger voice over the other groups on 
campus, who end up sharing whatever power appears to be left over from the greek system. The 
fear that the University has about the drawbacks of changing greek life because of the loss of 
power that important people within the system ultimately has a negative impact on the University 
in terms of retention and donors. It is the fear that by giving other groups or identities power 
behind their voices there must be power taken away from the greek system. On some level, this 
is true. There will be concessions that the greek system will have to make initially to allow for 
the voices of other groups to be heard in addition to theirs, but that does not mean that their 
power needs to be weakened. Their power comes from being the dominant narrative of 
belonging on the University's campus.  
What change towards a more inclusive campus looks like is making other narratives just 
as valid of options for belonging as the narrative prescribed by greek life. In this way the 
University approaches their understanding of power from a deficit model that only has enough 
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power to allow one voice, one narrative of belonging to be dominant. Many other University 
matters operate under the deficit model: the budget, number of spots available at the University 
but it is not the most applicable model to apply to the different groups on campus. An abundance 
model implies that there are enough resources on campus for multiple groups to have the same 
power that greek life currently does. In this model, the issue of making changes to University 
policy that give more power to smaller groups on campus no longer equates to taking power 
away from the greek system. They are separate entities that do not necessarily need to consider 
each other when giving more power to one. If the University wants to become a more inclusive 
campus they must divest from the greek system, they have to move beyond single-day opt in 
engagements, and they have to attend to underlying systemic modes of oppression when they 
create new spaces on campus. It’s possible that the University is not as successful at engaging in 
what I described because it attends to a perceived deficit model. If the administration upsets the 
balance between the power that the greek systems currently have and the rest of the campus, 
there is fear of retribution from the donors that sponsor the University.  
 Throughout this thesis I felt like I was repeating myself, but in fact it is the University 
that continues to repeat its shortcomings. Only this past month, the University created an 
addition to the Student Handbook called the Medical Amnesty Policy (MAP)15 as part of “student 
feedback related to health and safety matters” around issues of students seeking medical 
attention on this campus (email to students on the Medical Amnesty Policy). While the overall 
policy itself is a step towards ensuring student safety at the University it is the outlined 
repercussions the organizations – the greek system – are subject to should they continually use 
the policy that gives me hope. The policy gives the University a way of challenging the greek 
                                                
15 See Appendix E. for the full policy.  
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system for the ways they have continually used their power on campus to avoid having to make 
changes that deal with the systematic way they recreate the non-inclusive, and in the case of 
MAP, dangerous spaces. It begins to recognize that there must be not just fines associated with 
these repercussions, but “educational follow up(s)” that have the potential to encourage a shift in 
the mentality of these organizations. This policy does not attend directly to the inequality of 
power that greek organizations have in comparison to others on campus, but it begins to move 
towards a model that allows them to be held just as accountable for their actions as all other 
groups. If I had to make one suggestion to the University, it would be to continue to shift policies 
to include holding the greek system to the same standard as all other groups. In turn, this will 
begin to balance the power it has to allow for a shift to an abundance model of thinking without 
the stark contrast that is feared now. It would allow for a gradual process of change, but more 
importantly it would begin to hold the University accountable to the inclusion of all students.   
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Appendix A. Excerpt from first interview with Peter  
How long have you worked in this position and then how long did you work here the first 
time you were here?  
I returned to the University a little over a year ago in August of 2016 and umm so just a little 
over a year ago. And I worked here about 17 years ago for 11 years and had the great opportunity 
to return to my alma matter, but started in Admissions. Transitioned from Admissions to 
Admission Financial Aid combination position to then became the director of financial aid. I 
moved into position of assistant to the provost, academic dean now, so for Anne Harris for 
example and worked in that and then became the Dean of Students before then I left for some 
vice presidencies at some other places. Then my last stop was at Wabash College, I worked there 
for a year, thought I’d take a sabbatical year and Dr. McCoy gave me a call. With him being a 
first-time president I think he was looking for someone who had years of experience, in you 
know, higher education administration so that’s why I’m here.  
Yeah, it’s always nice to come back.  
Yes, it is.  
So can you briefly describe, from your perspective, the University’s goals and missions for 
students?  
Well, again my goal at the University is we’re saying hey we want to make sure all the students 
who come here, we admit them right, whatever their stats are these are the standards well at the 
end of the day we decide what the standard is and we bring students into that. We should only 
bring them here though if we really, truly believe in the fact that they are going to get an 
opportunity to realize the full benefits of this the University experience. All we can do is present 
the opportunity to do that and open the doors for them to do that every opportunity that’s there. I 
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don’t care if you’re a woman you should get the same opportunity and experience this place as a 
man, right? And look at those things and so that’s what my thing is, how do we make sure you 
get the full experience so that it allows you to grow, learn and develop? Where academically and 
just education changes lives right?  
It certainly does  
The great outcome that we’re looking forward to and so we have to position you to be prepared 
then for that. Now, we also have the expectation of you as a student and your peers. 
To do our work as well  
To do their part right, to do their part fully. You know you can’t be just a straight A student and 
hole up in your room and think you’re going to go out and make the difference in the world 
without experiences and things like that. So that’s what I think our expectations of this place is. 
When talking about belonging you know, you want to be in a community where you feel it. That 
you feel comfortable walking around and engaging with whoever you want to engage with. 
That’s what’s so disappointing about this from the belonging side is that, um, and I’ll use the 
example of an international student I talked with last “Tell me about what you would change 
about this place” and she was going to leave, I was just having a conversation she said “The most 
disappointing thing is that you get so many students who are so excited about studying abroad, 
they always talk about things like that, but while they’re here they don’t interact with the people 
who are taking advantage of that here.” So it’s like they want to check it off that I did that and 
when they come back, and now it does change some lives and some come back and they only get 
more immersed in the community and involved, and engaged but a lot of it is just a check-off 
point. We have 15% of our student population that are international students, if you’re going to 
be a doctor you’re going to have some folks that you’re going to work on that are going to be 
Belonging in this place  
 
Ostreicher 
 
48 
from other countries, or work along with or those types of things. Why not take advantage of 
belonging to part of a community and say hey I’m going to learn from you and you’re learning 
from me and I’m carrying forward. I learned about this culture, these thing, and these people and 
now they’re my patients or that’s my partner on my team and that’s belonging; being part of a 
community.  
Yeah, you’re right.  
So I think her example and her concern about her own alma matter, who she loves this place, was 
that…and I tell all of my White friends, who are my really good friends today, went to college 
with me, you know I said “If I had not been the one. They said ‘what do you mean?’. I said if I 
had not been the one to get up from my lunch table, walked over to yours, and sat down with 
you, had a conversation, we would not be friends today because you were not going to get up 
from the table. Had I not come over to your fraternity because a friend of mine was on the 
football team or on the track team, that gave me a chance to interact with you”. But had that 
friend not done that…” 
Where would we be today?  
Where would we be today, right? And I said…we’re still great friends.. I said but don’t let your 
friends, your children  
Do the same thing?  
Do the same thing. Right? So that’s what belonging means to me. Are we giving ourselves… you 
know in your home community in Connecticut… you’re giving of yourself that you care about 
the community and you’re immersed in it? Belonging is feeling like you can be fully immersed 
in it. The question is can you be? I just happened to go to a presentation during lunch time. It was 
some African-American women who had gone off to a diversity and inclusion conference, the 
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GLCA conference, and they were saying how the life of a women of color at a predominantly 
white institution so they deal with the gender issue that they also deal with the racial issue.  
Yeah, it’s a very complex way of looking at it. 
It’s all the same, as they don’t know if they belong. So it’s always very interesting because I was 
sitting at lunch, at that session, and I said…and I probably shouldn’t say this because I’ve been 
recruiting kids to places like the University all my life, but you what I said “I’d send my son to 
the University, as a person of color, I’d send my son to the University but I wouldn’t send my 
daughter because that sense of belonging is a little easier, in my judgement, for young men of 
color to associate but not always have to affiliate because if I’m a swimmer, or if I’m a track 
runner, in the band or anything like that, you get invited to as part of it.  
Yes. 
I wasn’t greek. It wasn’t that I was against it I just didn’t know anything about it, but I had the 
athletes privilege. I could go anywhere I wanted to go and I ran track too so women were on the 
team. So I got invited to sororities, I got invited to fraternities. When I got some of my African-
American friends to come back for reunion they say “Your experience was different from mine”. 
They have no belonging to this place, they have no desire to come back and visit this place 
because they didn’t feel like they belonged right.  
Yeah, that’s a very accurate statement.  
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Appendix B. Ostreicher, Samantha. (2017). Who is Included? The Inclusivity of the Campus Plan 
The first month back on campus my sophomore year I told my mother that my sister, a 
senior in high school, was never coming to the University. Her body differed from mine and 
would quickly be bracketed a body of a Latina, a woman of color. This was the gut reaction I had 
to the campus-wide forum that occurred in response to Brother Jed and his followers coming to 
campus. I sat on the lawn of the Ubben quad and listened to my peers, predominantly students of 
color, express anguish over a systemic problem they had experienced in their time at the 
University. Their stories were a testament to the unequal experience that people of color at the 
University faced every day compared to white, or white passing, American students. Some of 
them had spent four years feeling marginalized and unvalued. The women of color who spoke 
had experienced the repercussions of inequality from both a gender and a race perspective. This 
was not the space I envisioned the University as and it wasn’t the space I wanted my sister to 
experience. Yet somehow, it was this place that I wasn’t ready to give up on. 
When contemplating what I wanted to do for my senior Honor Scholar thesis, I realized 
that it needed to attempt to change the culture at the University or at least interrogate it enough to 
pinpoint the problem. At the heart of all of the stories shared that day at the forum, there was a 
common thread of not belonging at the University because of a social or structural barrier that 
the University was enabling. The University had been trying resolve these issues since I arrived, 
with the Day of Dialogue and the first diversity and inclusion plan. Yet, the culture remained the 
same. In order to understand why, I chose to focus my Honor Scholar senior thesis on 
understanding how students defined belonging as a means of understanding inclusion on campus. 
I decided to use a survey to collect general data then interview students for detailed accounts of 
what makes them feel they do or do not belong.  
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In order to be able to apply the data that I collect from student interviews as a means to 
show the University that there needs to be a change, I needed something to compare that change 
to. The first Campus Plan the University adopted, Building an Inclusive Community: (University) 
University Campus Plan, was designed to strengthen the the University commitment to the 
inclusion of its students while a more detailed plan could be drafted. In the following year, the 
University published a plan that would extend until 2021. This plan was designed to strengthen 
the community through inclusion, but it has been ineffective because of the single-issue platform 
it is based on. For women of color, all of these deficits have contributed to a reproduction of 
inequality that effects the environment that they are meant to learn in.   
It is my goal in analyzing the Campus Plan that I will be able to provide specific issues 
within the policy that allow for the inclusivity on campus to remain unchanged. I am 
approaching Building an Inclusive Community: the University University Campus Plan 2016-
2021, with the perception that I have not seen it create a change in the University. My 
understanding of the Campus Plan as ineffective has caused me to look at it critically instead of 
for the ways that it has positively impacted the campus.  It is my understanding of the conditions 
of my inclusion at the University that sparked this thesis, but it is the testimonies of other 
students that has only made me want to pursue it more. In particular, the women of color on the 
University’s campus have been under represented in the Campus Plan. In order to fully become 
an inclusive campus, these women need to specifically be thought of within any plan that the 
University puts into place.  
LITERATURE REVIEW  
 Sara Ahmed’s On Being Included was almost written to support my understanding of 
belonging at the University, however for the purpose of analyzing the Campus Plan the chapter 
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“Language of Diversity” was the most applicable. Specifically Ahmed’s discussion around the 
word diversity itself and unpacking the power that it can have, or rather the institutional life of it. 
The concept that words can be “stuck to bodies” holds considerable value when understanding 
the work, or lack there of, that the Campus Plan does for women of color and the level of 
inclusion they feel on campus (Ahmed 2012:62). In another piece, “The Nonperformativity of 
Antiracism”, Ahmed attends to the issue of institutional documents not having much effect on 
the institution at all. Once again unpacking more ways that diversity can be added as an adjective 
instead of an intended action.   
Luft’s piece, “Gender and Race Logics, and the Strategic Use of Antiracist Singularity”, 
discussed the danger of using a singular narrative to approach the intersectionality of gender and 
race. The discourse that Luft was against was one that compounded all difference into one under 
the pretense of intersectionality. Luft argued that while here are times when intersectionality 
needs to be used, there are also times when understanding the need to address one issue as 
separate and only applying to some not all within that category. Previous scholars, such as 
Patricia Hill Collins and Gloria Anzaldúa, argued for the inclusion of intersectionality within 
feminist thought and theory. However, Luft’s positionality demands that there is some 
“questioning (of) the methodological wisdom of applying it universally when the aim is 
consciousness transformation”(Luft 2010:104). In other words, when the intended goal is a 
change of thought in order to change culture, Luft believed there was no place for color-
blindness. 
On a college campus, there cannot be inclusivity without intersectionality. Each student 
may have multiple identities that combine to create their complex personhood (Cervenak, Sarah 
J., Cespdes, K.L., Souza, C., Straub 2002; Gordon and Davis 2004). However, there are ways to 
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incorporate an understanding of these complex identities in order to foster inclusivity. Cervenak 
et al’s Imagining Differently: “The Politics of Listening in a Feminist Classroom” and Gordon 
and Davis’ Keeping Good Time: Reflections of Knowledge, Power and People both discuss the 
importance of understanding complex personhood in order to create the intersectionality that 
produced inclusivity. Cervenak et al was grounded within a classroom of women during a course 
on U.S. Latina feminisms, where issues arose after a lack of listening and understanding of 
differences became clear between the students. Gordon and Davis were discussing the 
implications of social theory and its relationship to social justice. By extension, the ideas of 
social justice reached into the realm of understanding the differences that are natural between 
individuals and within societies. Neither is a full account of the methods that can be used when 
attempting to reconcile the inequalities that people are subject to, but they acknowledge that 
there is not a singular solution to these problems. Women of color experience life at the 
intersection of two identities that society gives them. Through understanding the framework that 
intersectionality exists within can come a restructure of the Campus Plan that exists without it.  
 Gordon and Davis defined complex personhood as “is about conferring the respect on 
others that comes from presuming that life and people’s lives are straightforward and full of 
enormously complex meanings” (2004:101). In a similar way, Cervenak et al refer to complex 
personhood as a means to question the “narratives of authenticity that homogenize-or make 
same- “experiences” in the name of unity” (2002:346). In order to understand the framework of 
society that the women in the classroom are attempting to break out of, they first needed to 
identify the ways that complex personhood is being ignored within it. The women desired to 
imagine how a society that recognized differences while allowing there to be an inclusion of 
them. Gordon and Davis use their analysis of complex personhood as a means of understanding 
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social justice’s need for theory and vice versa. A more complete method for incorporating how 
complex personhood relates to women of color in the Campus Plan can be found through a 
combination of both piece’  
Yuval-Davis’s “Belonging and the Politics of Belonging” also addressed the act of 
belonging. Much like Gordon and Davis, Yuval-Davis approached the subject of belonging from 
a theoretical standpoint, but not in the context of social justice. Yuval-Davis focused on the 
politicization of belonging, mainly the different roadblocks that prevent there from being a clear 
way to understand belonging. In order to belong, Yuval-Davis argued that social locations and 
identities needed to be considered when evaluating the politics of belonging. While at any one 
time a person may have an identity or social location that takes precedence, there are multiple 
identities and locations that every person has. Over all they are not simply a combination of each 
other, instead they are to be considered as interplaying factors for each (Yuval-Davis 2006).  In 
another piece, “Theorizing identity: beyond the “us” and “them” dichotomy”, Yuval-Davis 
bridges the gap between identity and the politics of belonging that was not developed in the 
previous piece. According to Yuval-Davis,  
“Identity politics tend to elevate specific location categories of belonging, assume a 
necessary and homogenous narrative of primordial or quasi-primordial... attachment to 
social groupings, which are assumed or need to be constituted around shared locations 
and demand prioritized political loyalty” (Yuval-Davis 2010:266) 
When identity is collapsed to one narrative in order to create a sense of belonging the 
requirements that one must meet in order to belong become narrowed. Instead of inclusivity, the 
narrative of belonging has become one of exclusivity.    
 Schwalbe et al.’s work, Generic Processes in the Reproduction of Inequality: An 
Interactionist Analysis, analyzed four separate pathways that inequality can function within. The 
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different processes are “othering, subordinate adaptation, boundary maintenance, and emotion 
management” (Schwalbe et al. 2000). Othering and boundary maintenance are the main forms of 
reproduction that would pertain to a document such as the Inclusion Plan. Othering operates in 
three main ways; oppressive othering, implicit othering, and defensive othering. Implicit othering 
functions through the use of virtual selves that create a front stage impression of power and 
worth in order to other those not within the same boundary. This form of othering does not need 
to be intentional but the repercussions are still a reproduction of inequality. Boundary 
maintenance was described as being able to take a symbolic, interactional, or spatial form 
(2000:430). The physical boundary maintenance that is not attended to in the Campus Plan 
creates an opening for more inequality that will be discussed in a later section. Zaal et al.’s The 
Weight of the Hyphen: Freedom, Fusion and Responsibility Embodied by Young Muslim-
American Women During a Time of Surveillance spoke of language’s way of creating an 
invisible boundary. By adding hyphens into the identities of Muslim-American women, there is a 
distance between them that stands for much more than just punctuation because it represents an 
invisible group that does not need the hyphen. In the same way, but not placing a descriptor in 
front of the people that are discussed in the Campus Plan, there is an assumption about the bodies 
that are being discussed.  
 Chapters 2 and 3 in Gundara’s Interculturism, Education and Inclusion were applicable 
to the issues within the Campus Plan due to their focus on the issues and implications of 
intercultural education. While the British education system does differ from the education system 
that the University is rooted in, creating a diverse campus means to create a space where 
interculturalism flourishes. Chapter 2, “Basic Issues in Intercultural Education”, discussed the 
politics within education, the social structures that contribute to the debate for or against 
Belonging in this place  
 
Ostreicher 
 
56 
different models of disadvantage, and the different approaches there are to these issues. For the 
issue of racism in education, a dominant issue for women of color at the University, Gundara 
wrote that for the issue to be resolved there needed to be an acknowledgement of “class diversity 
in a society without a unified value system and the affirmation of the values of the working class 
and its culture” (Gundara 2000:55). The section “Social and Parent-Community Partnerships” in 
Chapter 3 connected identity and belonging as important concepts for children to learn, but the 
same theory can be applied to students in higher education.   
THE CAMPUS PLAN   
 The University’s “Building an Inclusive Community: the University University Campus 
Plan 2016-2021” began with the statement “Valuing, respecting and engaging in difference 
makes the University and its students better citizens of the world.” (DePauw 2016). Yet, there is 
a lack of difference being acknowledge within the Campus Plan itself. While creating a detailed 
plan for each form of difference on campus would be impractical due to the length of time it 
would take to complete, an acknowledgment that there is more than one way difference can take 
shape would fill in some of the holes. When defining diversity, there is a non-specific definition 
of diversity followed by the statement “Diversity is therefore far more than a demographic goal 
or a focus on proportionate representation” (2016). I agree that diversity should not be defined 
only by a percentage of population, there should be a standard that is put forth in order to hold 
the University accountable to their words. Without a way of measuring the growth of diversity 
within the institution, there is no true way to define success or failure to be diverse. However, by 
not defining diversity in terms of the University, then the word does not hold contextual 
meaning. It instead “is about looking and feeling good, as an orientation that obscures 
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inequalities” (Ahmed 2006:121). By creating a separate section to define diversity, then there 
will be less of a question if they are making an effort to address.  
 The only other defining characteristic of diversity is a list of attributes that contribute to a 
person’s individual identity, similar to the multiple axes that Yuval-Davis discussed but not as 
comprehensive as Cervenak et al.’s or Gordon and Davis’s theories of complex personhood. The 
term, complex personhood, does not need to be used directly for its framework to be applied. 
The list alone is not enough in acknowledging that there are multiple different ways a person can 
be diverse. It must also recognize that there are different relations of power and privilege that 
stem from different combinations of identities. Cervenak et al. equated this to be “unraveling the 
relations of power among and between whites and people of color (as a means of) critiquing 
narratives of authenticity that homogenize “experience” in the name of unity” (2002:346). For 
women of color at the University, this would mean to address that their race and gender 
combined are a site of diversity that is a minority on this campus. Once there is a recognition of 
this point, the inequalities that come with being a minority within multiple identities at once can 
begin to be unpacked. Without an understanding of complex personhood, then there is no way 
that the inequalities that sparked this thesis would be addressed.  
In the next section of the Campus Plan, “Defining Inclusion”, the implications of being a 
woman of color at the University should have been addressed as a place where marginalization 
has previously occurred. In order to collectively address everyone on campus as being a part of 
one version of inclusion, there is an assumption that all people on campus experience the same 
exclusion in the first place.  Gundara wrote “the real issue is how to educate a society that no 
longer requires a disadvantaged class of people” (2000:55). Which is an issue that the Campus 
Plan was not intended to address based on the campus climate issues it was created to address, 
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but what if it approached the topic of diversity and inclusion from this standpoint? To 
accomplish this would mean to reveal the invisible “white” that has been placed before 
individual when discussing who the vision of inclusion is designed to be for. Not acknowledging 
any racial background flattens the difference, but to only acknowledge people of color as the 
descriptor would be to take part in implicit othering (Schwalbe et al. 2000). In order to create a 
culture that sees difference while accepting it, there cannot be an invisible body that is not 
described.  The definition of inclusion had the following within it: 
On a truly diverse and inclusive campus, individuals are welcomed, valued and respected 
for their distinctive skills, experiences and perspectives in order to create a working, 
living and learning environment where everyone has an opportunity to thrive and 
contribute fully to the community.” (2016:2). 
Here, “individuals” was used to collectively describe everyone that was meant to be included 
without “seeing color” and naming those who have previously not been included. The “single-
issue antiracist method” that the University is applying allows the inequality that women of color 
experience to be placed on the same level as the inequality that white male faces, even though 
their bodies are the ones that have been the invisible assumption in previous policy (Luft 
2010:112). A resolution to this assumption would be to add “white-” as a descriptor it places a 
weight on the historically dominant group that it has never had before. Zaal et al. referred to it as 
“the weight of the hyphen” because it separated the group, in their case Muslim women, from the 
assumed identity of Americans (Zaal, Salah, and Fine 2007). The University would create a new 
set of boundaries if they began to acknowledge white as a descriptor instead of just 
acknowledging students of color.    
 The theory of belonging that Yuval-Davis formed did not include what would happen if 
an institution like the University were able to successfully create a culture that ended the 
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reproduction of inequality through a policy like the Campus Plan. Without a framework that has 
imagined what it looks like to succeed in ending the reproduction of inequality, how will an 
institution know they have succeeded? The Campus Plan has the opportunity to create a 
framework of what the campus should be, barring the reproduction of inequality through 
institutional structures. The cultural reproduction of inequality will not be addressed within one 
policy, but once places like the classroom begin to hold students to a different level of 
accountability then the social culture will have a place to start.  
CONCLUSION  
 It has been two years since I told my mother the University was not for my sister– that 
she would never want to attend a school that had such a profound and extensive effect on so 
many fellow students of color. Over those couple years I was active in exposing myself to 
various parts of the University’s culture, but was only met with more and more stories of 
inequality. From an institutional standpoint, the University has been successful in changing the 
treatment of its students to end the reproduction of inequality. The Campus Plan has not been 
successful in changing the culture on campus for women of color because it does not develop the 
idea of diversity directly as it applies to the University and has flattened the inequality to a single 
identity issue. The Campus Plan has not been successful in changing the culture on campus for 
women of color because it does not develop the idea of diversity directly as it applies to the 
University has flattened the inequality to a single identity issue. However, despite the slow 
progress the University has made to solving this issue, the past two years have given me hope for 
future the University students. The ability to spend my last year at the University writing a thesis 
that interrogates the policies and culture of the institution is a large part of that hope.  
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Gundara wrote, “issues of belongingness, as well as of exclusion, should be part of the 
educational concern and process, and should enable students to transcend narrow definitions of 
identity” (2000:76). The definitions of identity are the perceptions of ones belonging that I 
imagine my thesis questioning. By questioning what it means to belong I have positioned myself 
against the narrowness that the University has institutionalized. Without a possibility of change, I 
would not be able to do so. I may be a woman of color, but by passing as white I am able to use 
my privilege to challenge what it means to exist on the University’s campus as a women of color 
regardless of how you look. My hope takes the form of being able to do something about the 
discontent I have with the environment around me.  
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Appendix C. Excerpt of Survey Data  
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Appendix D. Medical Amnesty Policy  
MEDICAL AMNESTY POLICY (MAP) 
The health and safety of DePauw students is of the highest priority. DePauw recognizes 
that students may be reluctant to seek immediate emergency attention for themselves and/or their 
peers when needed because of concern that their behavior may be a violation of University 
policy, or in the case of a student organization, that their organization could be found responsible 
for their guest’s behavior. The primary focus of the MAP is to address barriers that may prevent 
students from receiving the medical attention that they and/or their peers require.  
The MAP is part of DePauw’s comprehensive approach to reducing the harmful consequences 
caused by the excessive use of alcohol or other drugs. It also places the emphasis on education 
for individuals who receive emergency medical attention related to their own use of alcohol or 
other drugs in order to reduce the likelihood of future occurrences.  
DePauw’s MAP is similar to the State of Indiana Lifeline Law. The Policy applies to conduct on 
campus and in the Greencastle community, while Indiana’s Lifeline Law applies off-campus and 
throughout the rest of the state. For more on Indiana's Lifeline Law visit: 
www.IndianaLifeline.org  
   
II. Policy The Medical Amnesty Policy:  
A. applies when enforcement of the Code of Conduct could involve allegations of:  
1. Underage or excessive consumption of alcohol   
2. Use of other drugs   
3. Disorderly conduct   
B. eliminates Community Standards consequences for  
1. Any student(s) seeking assistance for a peer by actively calling 9-1-1 or DePauw 
 Public Safety, remaining with the student in need of medical attention and 
 cooperating with officials upon arrival   
2. Organizations seeking assistance for a guest or member when organization  leaders are 
involved in actively calling 9-1-1 or DePauw Public Safety, remaining with the 
student in need of medical attention and fully cooperating with officials upon 
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arrival   
3. The assisted individual   
The Medical Amnesty Policy does not: A. preclude disciplinary action regarding other code of 
conduct violations, such as:  
1. False identification   
2. Causing or threatening physical harm   
3. Sexual violence   
4. Damage to property   
5. Harassment   
6. Hazing   
 
B. apply found by University employees. (i.e. DePauw University Police, faculty, administrative 
staff, residence hall staff)  
Effective beginning April 4, 2018  
to individuals experiencing an alcohol or drug-related medical emergency who are  
III. Implementation In order for this MAP to apply the following educational requirements must 
be fulfilled.  
1. Failure to complete recommended follow-up within the set timeline will normally result in 
revocation of Community Standards amnesty.   
2. Repeated incidents may prompt a higher degree of medical concern with the possibility of 
non-judicial university responses, such as parental notification.   
A. The assisted student must agree to timely completion of assigned alcohol and/or drug 
education activities (e.g., participation in BASICS program at no cost for the first incident; case-
by-case interventions for subsequent incidents). Additional assessment and/or treatment 
programs may be assigned by DePauw University depending on the level of concern for student 
health and safety.  
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B. Organizations involved in an incident must agree to take steps recommended by the Office of 
Alcohol Initiatives, Campus Living and Community Development and/or Community Standards 
to address any concerns related to the need for a MAP call, such as educational follow up.  
1. Multiple incidents may result in higher level interventions such as Community Standards 
charges or notification of Inter/National Headquarters.   
2. Student Organizations that fail to seek immediate medical assistance for members or guests in 
need of attention will likely be charged with violations of the Code of Conduct.   
C. This MAP is not intended to shield or protect repeated violations of the Code of Conduct. In 
cases where repeated violations of the Code of Conduct occur, DePauw reserves the right to take 
Community Standards action on a case by case basis regardless of the manner in which the 
incident was reported. Additionally, DePauw reserves the right to initiate Community Standards 
proceedings in any case in which the violations are egregious. If the conduct engaged in creates 
an obligation for DePauw to report the conduct under either State or Federal law, DePauw will 
make the required report.  
Effective beginning April 4, 2018  
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Appendix E. 2016-17 Annual Report Diversity and Equity  
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